Report on cross-country comparison on existing innovation and living labs by Fuglsang, Lars & Hansen, Anne Vorre
Roskilde
University
Report on cross-country comparison on existing innovation and living labs




Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record
Citation for published version (APA):
Fuglsang, L., & Hansen, A. V. (2019). Report on cross-country comparison on existing innovation and living labs.
European Union.
General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners
and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.
            • Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
            • You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain.
            • You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal.
Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact rucforsk@ruc.dk providing details, and we will remove access to the
work immediately and investigate your claim.





























Co-VAL-770356          Public               0921F01_	Report	on	cross-country	
comparison	on	existing	innovation	and	living	labs 
 











V0.2	 8/12/2018	 Synthesising	added		 RUC	
V0.3	 14/12/2018	 Comments	from	partners	added	 RUC	
V0.4	 20/12/2018	 Comments	from	partners	added	 RUC	
V0.5	 20/01/2019	 Final	version	ready	for	review	 RUC	
V0.6	 22/02/2019	 Final	revised	version	after	review	 RUC	









This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant 
agreement No 770356.  This publication reflects the views only of the author, and the Commission cannot be held responsible 
for any use, which may be made of the information contained therein. 
Co-VAL-770356          Public               0921F01_	Report	on	cross-country	
comparison	on	existing	innovation	and	living	labs 
 





services	 for	 transforming	 European	 public	 administrations”.	 WP5	 investigates	 the	 concept	 and	
method	of	 innovation	and	 living	 labs,	and	how	 living	 labs	and	other	participatory	and	experimental	
methods	are	used	to	enable	value	co-creation	based	on	co-innovation	of	public	services.	Deliverable	
5.1	 is	 related	 to	Task	 5.1,	which	 is	 a	 cross-country	 comparison	of	 the	use	of	 innovation	 labs	 in	 the	




The	 report	 is	 based	 on	 the	 following	 research	 question:	 How	 are	 living	 labs	 currently	 used	 and	
conceptualised	 in	 scientific	 research	 and	 practice,	 and	 how	 does	 this	 influence	 opportunities	 and	
limitations	 regarding	value	 creation	and	 the	 role	of	 citizens	 in	 co-innovation?	 The	purpose	of	 the	
report	 is	 to	explore	conceptual	usage,	 theories	and	empirical	examples	of	 innovation	and	 living	 lab	
activities	 in	 public	 services,	 herein	what	 the	 literature	 says	 about	 co-creation	 and	 co-innovation	 of	












to	 focus	 on	 the	 concept	 of	 living	 labs	 as	 it	 captures	 co-innovation	 and	 co-creation	 activities	 across	
stakeholders	 and	 sectors	 better,	 while	 innovation	 labs	 tend	 to	 have	 a	 narrower	 focus.	 However,	
initiatives	labelled	innovation	labs	have	not	been	excluded	from	the	review.	
	
The	main	 differences	 regarding	 the	 use	 and	 understanding	 of	 living	 labs	 are	mainly	 related	 to	 the	
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The	 literature	as	a	whole	describes	 living	 labs	as	 integrative	 contexts	or	 spaces	 for	 co-creation	and	







and/or	 appropriating	 innovation	 in	 a	 user	 context,	 co-creating	 innovation	 with	 stakeholders,	 co-
researching	 innovation	 with	 stakeholders,	 and	 democratising	 innovation.	 Further,	 the	 literature	
speaks	of	three	types	of	living	labs	environments:	semi-realistic	environments,	real-life	environments,	
and	networks	or	community	environments.	A	typology	is	created	in	section	3.1.3	of	the	present	report	
based	 on	 these	 dimensions	 that	 can	 be	 used	 as	 a	 device	 for	 positioning	 the	 literature	 and	 for	
understanding	the	different	dimensions	of	living	labs	and	how	they	can	be	combined.	
	


























the	 design	 of	 many	 specific	 practices.	 The	 people	 involved	 are	 not	 users	 but	 are	 better	
conceptualised	 as	 practitioners	 or	 stakeholders	 with	 different	 interests.	 Whether	 their	
interests	are	promoted	through	living	labs	is	unclear.	
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Living	 lab	 is	 a	 conceptualisation	 of	 multi-contextual	 and	 cross-sectorial	 experimental	 user-centric	
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1 Introduction	
This	 report	 analyses	 current	 uses	 and	 conceptualisations	 of	 living	 labs	 and	 their	 experimental	 and	
participative	methods	encompassing	public,	private	and	civil	sectors,	founded	on	ideals	of	co-creation	
and	 citizen	 participation.	 The	 main	 method	 used	 is	 a	 systematic	 review	 of	 published	 scientific	
literature	 on	 living	 labs.	 However,	 to	 investigate	 how	 scientific	 research	 is	 backed	 up	 by	 practical,	
context-specific	insights	and	research	initiatives,	a	sample	of	grey	literature	and	research	literature	in	
various	 languages	 identified	 by	 the	 research	 partners	 in	 their	 home	 country	 is	 also	 reviewed.	 This	
literature	 review	 is	 kept	 separate	 from	 the	 review	 of	 the	 published	 scientific	 literature	 in	 order	 to	
provide	insights	on	what	initiatives	in	policy	and	research	have	emerged	from	national	contexts.	For	
the	 same	 purpose,	 a	 selection	 of	 living	 lab	 initiatives	 across	 partner	 countries	 is	 analysed.	
Subsequently,	 the	 implications	of	 the	overall	 findings	are	discussed	 to	create	a	solid	 foundation	 for	










The	 aim	 is	 to	 shed	 light	 on	 the	 citizens’	 role	 in	 co-creation	 for	 public	 value	 and	 outline	 how	 co-
innovation	 can	 be	 understood	 in	 a	 public	 context.	 Co-creation	 and	 co-innovation	 are	 overlapping	
concepts,	which	refer	to	innovation	as	an	interactive	process	that	involves	stakeholders	such	as	users	
in	 the	 creation	 of	 value.	 Specifically,	 in	 the	 context	 of	 public	 services,	 innovation	 activities	 are	
targeted	at	creating	value	for	citizens	and/or	society	at	large.	Furthermore,	the	task	contributes	to	the	












WP5	 is	mainly	 concerned	with	 the	notion	of	 a	 living	 lab	and	how	 it	 can	be	understood	 in	 a	 public	
context.	 However,	 living	 lab	 as	 a	 concept	 is	 often	 juxtaposed	with	 or	 related	 to	 innovation	 lab.	 In	
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literature,	both	living	labs	and	innovation	labs	are	seen	as	practice-driven	concepts	that	emerged	at	
the	 beginning	 of	 the	millennium	 as	ways	 of	 ensuring	 collaborative	 innovation	 in	 the	 public	 sector.	
However,	 the	 main	 distinction	 between	 the	 two	 concepts	 is	 their	 different	 antecedents,	 and	 that	
living	 labs	 have	 a	 broader	 application	 across	 sectors	 whereas	 innovation	 labs	 are	 sometimes	
concerned	with	 either	 private,	 public	 or	 third	 sector	 contexts.	Moreover,	 Schuurman	 and	 Tõnurist	
(2017)	 argue	 that	 innovation	 labs	 and	 living	 labs	 operate	 in	 different	 phases	 of	 the	 innovation	
process;	innovation	labs	are	seen	as	initiators	of	innovation	and	living	labs	as	executors	of	innovation	




innovation	 and	 co-creation	 activities	 in	 a	 societal	 context	 (across	 sectors)	 better	 compared	 to	 the	
concept	of	 innovation	 lab.	Nevertheless,	we	have	been	aware	of	 the	 interrelatedness	between	 the	
two	concepts	throughout	the	study,	both	in	joint	discussions	among	partners,	as	a	definition	of	search	
criteria,	 and	 in	 the	 final	 analysis.	 Thus,	 despite	 the	 main	 focus	 on	 living	 labs,	 initiatives	 labelled	
innovation	labs	have	not	been	excluded	from	the	review.	
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by	 empirical	 and	 context-specific	 insights	 and	 research	 initiatives,	 all	 partners	 have	 2)	 contributed	
with	 a	 review	 of	 national	 and	 grey	 literature	 related	 to	 their	 home	 country	 besides	 a	mapping	 of	
documentation	 of	 existing	 living	 lab	 initiatives	 relevant	 to	 the	 Co-VAL	 project.	 The	 systematic	





In	accordance	with	 the	PRISMA	model	 (Moher	et	al.	2009),	a	systematic	 literature	review	has	been	
carried	out.	Moher	et	al.	(2009)	provide	a	checklist	for	reporting	a	systematic	review	as	well	as	a	flow	
diagram	for	selecting	the	 literature	that	has	been	used	for	 this	paper	 (see	Figure	1	 for	details).	The	
rationale	 for	 a	 review	 of	 this	 type	 is	 to	map	 the	 literature,	 identify	 research	 issues	 and	 gaps	 and	
specify	contributions	and	 results	 in	 the	 literature.	The	search	string	applied	was	 ‘living	 lab’	and	 the	
databases	used	were	Scopus	and	Web	of	Sciences.	The	review	revealed	a	distinction	between	living	
labs	and	 innovation	 labs.	 Living	 labs	were	chosen	as	 the	main	 focal	point	due	 to	 their	broader	and	
more	comprehensive	approach	to	co-creation	and	co-innovation	with	users	and	other	stakeholders,	
but	literature	on	innovation	labs	was	not	excluded.	An	additional	search	was	done	in	Google	Scholar,	
and	 papers	 already	 identified	 in	 the	 development	 of	 the	 Co-VAL	 project	 description	 were	 also	





service	 innovation,	 we	 excluded	 papers	 with	 a	 systems	 approach,	 e.g.	 urban	 planning,	 rural	
development	and	energy	supply,	papers	focusing	solely	on	private	sector	innovation,	and	papers	that	
mainly	 focus	 on	 technology	 testing.	 The	 latter	 were	 excluded	 since	 the	 users	 are	 not	 actively	
participating	 in	 developing	 the	 innovation	 itself.	 However,	 we	 did	 include	 conceptual	 papers	 that	
integrated	 these	 aspects	 to	 distinguish	 them	 from	 other	 approaches.	 The	 included	 papers	 were	
empirical	 papers,	 as	 well	 as	 conceptual	 papers	 on	 living	 labs	 as	 approaches	 to	 innovation.	 All	 the	
included	papers	were	 concerned	with	 citizen	 and/or	user	 engagement	 in	 innovation,	 public	 service	
innovation,	and	 drivers/actors	 of	 living	 labs.	The	 exclusion	 criteria	 were	 studies	 on	 living	 labs	 that	
could	not	be	said	to	target	public	service	and	public	value	explicitly	or	 implicitly	(e.g.	 living	labs	 in	a	
purely	private	context),	and	studies	on	living	labs	or	innovation	labs	that	were	not	based	on	citizen	or	
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main	 findings	and	 themes.	Based	on	 this,	we	used	a	hermeneutical	method	 to	organise	 the	papers	
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literature	 review	 were	 largely	 the	 same	 as	 for	 the	 scientific	 literature:	 We	 included	 empirical	
reports/papers,	as	well	as	conceptual	 reports/papers	about	 living	 labs	as	approaches	to	co-creation	
and	 co-innovation.	 However,	 policy	 papers,	 strategy	 papers	 and	 innovation	 guidelines	 were	 also	
included,	e.g.	reports	concerned	with	citizen	and/or	user	engagement,	public	service	innovation,	and	
drivers/actors	of	living	labs.	The	exclusion	criteria	were	reports	that	could	not	be	said	to	target	public	
service	 and	 public	 value	 explicitly	 or	 implicitly,	 and	 studies	 that	 did	 not	 refer	 to	 citizen	 or	 user	
participation.	As	mentioned	in	section	2,	this	review	is	kept	separate	from	the	review	of	the	scientific	
literature	in	order	to	investigate	what	living	lab	initiatives	emerge	from	the	national	contexts	of	the	
partners,	 and	 thus	 how	 the	 research	 literature	 is	 backed	 by	 practical,	 context-specific	 insights	 and	
research	 initiatives	 in	national	 contexts.	Grey	 literature	 is	defined	as	material	which	 is	not	 formally	
published	 as	 research	 literature	 and	 which	 might	 be	 produced	 by	 government	 departments	 or	
agencies,	 international	 agencies,	 local	 authorities,	 academic	 institutions,	 professional	 or	 scholarly	
associations,	 think	 tanks,	 charities,	 non-profit	 organisations,	 companies,	 and	 other	 organisations.	









Moreover,	 we	 have	 included	 some	 research	 articles	 that	 present	 national	 cases	 which	 were	 not	
identified	 by	 or	 included	 in	 the	 systematic	 review.	 In	 total,	 a	 number	 of	 88	 materials	 have	 been	






context,	empirical/sector	context,	main	 findings,	 relation	 to	co-creation	and	public	value,	and	cases	
mentioned.	 	 The	extraction	 sheet	was	used	both	as	 a	quantitative	meta-analysis	 of	 the	documents	
and	to	explore	some	major	themes	in	the	literature	across	the	different	national	contexts.	
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2.3 Identification	of	living	lab	initiatives	
All	partners	have	listed	relevant	living	lab	initiatives	from	either	their	partner	country	or	from	other	
known	 cases	 in	 Europe.	 In	 all,	 70	 cases	 have	 been	 identified.	 This	 material	 has	 been	 collected	 to	
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3 Findings	
In	 this	 section,	 the	main	 findings	 of	 the	 study	 are	 presented.	 Firstly,	we	 present	 the	main	 insights	

















related	 to	 the	 different	 research	 streams	 that	 have	 been	 part	 of	 the	 theorising	 on	 living	 labs.	 The	
notion	of	living	labs	has	emerged	mainly	in	the	context	of	information	and	communication	technology	
(Ballon	et	al.,	2005;	Eriksson	et	al.,	2005;	Følstad,	2008;	Nesti,	2017),	but	also	more	generally	 in	the	
area	of	 services	 and	public	 services,	 including	health	 services	 (Gascó,	2017;	 Schuurman	&	Tõnurist,	
2016;	 Tõnurist	 et	 al.,	 2017),	 as	 tools	 for	 co-creation	 and	 co-production	 of	 services	 (Nesti,	 2017).	
Følstad	 (2008)	 has	 distinguished	 two	 perspectives	 on	 living	 labs:	 living	 labs	 as	 extensions	 to	
testbeds	(testing	of	new	technology,	such	as	welfare	technology)	and	living	labs	as	context	research	
founded	 in	 theories	on	users	 and	 society,	 such	as	 science	and	 technology	 studies	 (STS).	Ballon	and	
Schuurman	(2015)	argue	that	the	approach	to	living	labs	that	has	evolved	in	a	European	setting	has	
mostly	 followed	 the	 context	 research	 approach	 and	 is	 inspired	 by	 three	 other	 experimental	
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articles	 can	 be	 divided	 into	 three	 main	 subgroups:	 living	 labs	 as	 methodology,	 living	 labs	 as	 a	
phenomenon,	and	the	evaluation	of	 living	 labs.	 In	 the	 following,	we	will	 further	elaborate	on	 these	







microlevel,	 focusing	 on	 the	 organisation	 and	 management	 of	 living	 labs.	 This	 literature	 is	
concerned	with	managerial	 implications,	 the	 role	of	mediating	 actors,	 and	 the	 collaboration	
between	researchers	and	practitioners.	 In	addition	to	this	 internal	 focus	regarding	managing	
or	 facilitating	 living	 labs,	 the	majority	of	 the	 literature	has	 the	user	and/or	 the	 citizen	as	 its	
fore.	The	term	citizen	 is	mostly	applied	 in	papers	that	also	apply	terms	such	as	participation	





2. A	 vast	 amount	 of	 papers	 seeks	 to	 review	 and	 discuss	 living	 labs	 as	 a	 contemporary	
phenomenon.	The	main	objectives	are	either	 to	add	an	analytical	 concept	or	 to	engage	 in	a	
conceptual	clarification	to	the	development	of	living	labs.	As	in	the	literature	in	general,	some	
focus	 on	 living	 labs	 as	 part	 of	 or	 enabling	 innovation	 ecosystems,	whereas	 others	 dive	 into	
living	 labs	 as	 an	 innovation	 method.	 In	 the	 former	 string	 of	 literature,	 possibilities	 and	
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are	 defined	 as	user-centred,	 open	 innovation	 ecosystems	 based	 on	systematic	 user	 co-creation	
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living	 labs,	on	 ICT	and	 technology	development	as	primary	or	not	and	 the	use	of	partnerships	over	
stakeholders.	But	 in	general,	 the	 living	 lab	definitions	are	characterised	by	the	notion	of	users,	with	
co-creation	or	collaboration	between	diverse	stakeholders	and	by	being	based	in	real-life	settings.	Co-
creation	mainly	means	 co-creation	of	 innovation	 rather	 than	value	 co-creation.	However,	 value	 co-
creation	is	implied	either	as	an	effect	of	or	a	platform	for	co-creation	of	innovation.	This	furthermore	









definitions	of	 living	 labs.	Hence	 it	 is	 not	 clear	who	 the	 actors	 are	when	 it	 comes	 to	 identifying	 the	
challenges	to	be	addressed.	This	also	implicates	that	it	is	unclear	how	decision-making	processes	are	
to	take	place.	However,	the	 literature	does	discuss	the	need	for	pre-analysis,	contextualisation,	and	





The	reviewed	 literature	 is	 recent	and	contemporary.	The	earliest	 references	date	back	 to	2005	and	
the	 most	 recent	 are	 from	 2018.	 Table	 3	 below	 provides	 a	 tentative	 overview	 of	 the	 main	 topics	
covered.	The	table	suggests	that	there	is	a	strong	focus	on	conceptual	work	and	methodology	through	
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3.1.4 Themes	in	the	literature	
The	main	themes	 in	the	 literature,	based	on	our	 interpretations,	are	provided	below.	The	coding	of	
the	 themes	 is	 based	 on	mutual	 discussions	 between	 the	 two	 lead	 authors	 of	 the	 report,	 and	 the	





analyse	 the	 varied	 dimensions	 of	 living	 labs	 that	 the	 literature	 speaks	 of.	 A	 typology	 (Table	 4)	 is	
created	 based	 on	 these	 dimensions,	 which	 can	 be	 used	 as	 a	 sensitising	 device	 for	 positioning	 the	
literature	and	understanding	the	different	dimensions	of	living	labs	and	how	they	can	be	combined.	
Second,	we	analyse	how	the	literature	frames	the	boundaries	of	the	living	lab	phenomenon	vis-à-vis	
other	 innovation	activities.	Third,	we	provide	an	overview	of	 the	varied	typologies	of	 the	 living	 labs	














MIT	MediaLab	has	been	credited	by	several	authors	 for	coining	the	term	 living	 labs	 (Eriksson	et	al.,	
2005;	 Nesti,	 2017).	 The	 MIT	 living	 labs	 were	 future	 homes	 where	 visitors	 were	 exposed	 to	 new	




adapting	 innovations	 to	 the	 user	 context.	 An	 extension	 of	 this	 is	 the	monitoring	 of	 a	 ‘living’	 social	
setting	(Dutilleul	et	al.,	2010)	such	as	a	real	home.	
	





















Co-VAL-770356          Public               0921F01_	Report	on	cross-country	
comparison	on	existing	innovation	and	living	labs 
 





































































rather	 than	 co-creation	 of	 value;	 hence	 emphasising	 the	 process	 over	 the	 outcome.	 Co-creation	 is	
about	 involving	 stakeholders,	 particularly	 end	 users	 in	 the	 innovation	 of	 technologies	 and	 services	
(Eriksson	 et	 al.,	 2005,	 Gascó,	 2017).	 According	 to	 one	 paper,	 the	 European	 Commission	 started	 to	
support	living	labs	as	manifestations	of	user-centred	approaches	around	2006,	as	part	of	EU	policies	
to	improve	European	competitiveness	and	develop	more	effective	innovation	systems	(Dutilleul	et	al.	
2010).	 Through	 participation	 in	 living	 labs,	 user	 groups	 are	 meant	 to	 become	 involved	 in	 the	
development	 and	 testing	 of	 various	 outcomes,	 including	 new	 products,	 services,	 government	 and	
community	systems,	and	new	business	models	(Lahman	et	al.	2015).	Much	of	the	reviewed	literature	
applies	 living	 labs	 to	 information	and	communication	 technology	 (Ballon	et	al.	2005;	Eriksson	et	al.	
2005;	 Følstad,	 2008),	which	 is	why	 a	 source	 of	 inspiration	 is	 the	 Scandinavian	 co-operative	 design,	
which	emerged	in	the	1970s	as	a	method	in	working	life	science	to	involve	employees	(as	users)	in	the	
design	of	new	technology	(Ballon	and	Schuurman	2015).	Users	can	be	employees	as	well	as	receivers	
of	 a	 service,	 but	 living	 labs	 are	 also	described	 as	 broader	 frameworks	 than	 just	 user-centred.	 They	
might	 involve	users	as	experts	 in	service	development	together	with	other	stakeholders.	Ballon	and	
Schuurman	 (2015)	briefly	describe	stakeholders	as	 technology	providers,	 service	providers,	 relevant	
institutional	actors,	professional	or	citizen	end	users.	It	implies	that	living	labs	often	comprise	public-
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3.	 Co-researching	 with	 stakeholders.	 However,	 living	 labs	 are	 not	 just	 about	 co-creation	 amongst	
stakeholders,	but	also	about	 researchers	co-researching	 innovation	with	stakeholders.	For	example,	
according	to	Eriksson	et	al.	 (2005),	 living	 labs	are	“a	user-centric	research	methodology	for	sensing,	
prototyping,	validating	and	refining	complex	solutions	in	multiple	and	evolving	real-life	contexts.”	It	is	
stressed	 in	 several	 papers	 that	 researchers	 can	 be	 actively	 involved	 in	 living	 labs	 as	 initiators	 and	





4.	 Democratizing	 innovation.	 Some	 papers	 also	 see	 living	 labs	 in	 a	 context	 of	 democratisation.	 For	





2017;	 Schuurman	 &	 Tõnurist	 2016;	 Tõnurist	 et	 al.	 2017;	 Gatta	 et	 al.	 2017).	 Living	 labs	 are	 here	
generally	 described	 as	methods	 and	 platforms	 for	 the	 development	 of,	 and	 experimentation	with,	
public	 services	 (Gascó	 2017)	 and/or	 services	 in	 an	 urban	 planning	 context	 (e.g.	 Gatta	 et	 al.	 2017).	
Some	 element	 of	 democracy	 (in	 the	 sense	 of	 direct	 user	 involvement)	 is	 implicit	 in	 these	







1.	Semi-realistic	environments	 (‘labs’,	 ‘showrooms’).	Some	authors	describe	 living	 labs	as	extensions	
to	 testbeds	 (or	 showrooms)	 where	 new	 technology	 or	 new	 services	 can	 be	 tested	 or	 explored	 by	
involving	end	users	(cf.	Følstad,	2008),	or	as	‘innovation	labs’,	i.e.	‘safe	spaces’	for	experimenting	with	
new	 solutions	 (Carstensen	 and	 Bason,	 2013).	 The	 innovation	 lab	 approach	 that	 we	 find	 in	 the	
literature	 (Carstensen	and	Bason,	2013;	Schuurman	and	Tõnurist,	2017)	 stresses	 that	 the	 lab	 is	not	
real	 life	but	somehow	derived	from	a	real-life	context.	They	provide	a	space	for	creative	thinking	 in	
the	initial	stages	of	innovation,	thereby	also	removing	some	of	the	risk	and	pressure	from	the	real-life	
context	 of	 public	 services.	 Semi-realistic	 environments	 are	 as	 close	 as	 we	 come	 to	 a	 traditional	




life	environments	 for	 innovation	activity	 (Gascó,	2017;	Eriksson,	2005;	Ståhlbröst,	2008).	 Living	 labs	
are	thus	supposed	to	have	a	high	degree	of	realism	“offering	the	most	realistic	environment	possible	
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to	 allow	 ‘sense-making’	 processes	 to	 take	 place	 through	 experiential	 learning	 leading	 to	 better	
understanding	of	product/service	adoption	behaviours	by	users”	(Lehman	et	al.	2015,	p.	1093).	There	
is	almost	agreement	in	the	literature	that	living	labs	are	to	be	understood	as	real-life	settings,	hereof	
the	 ‘living’	 in	the	 living	 lab	(Schuurman	&	Tõnurist	2017;	Følstad,	2008).	They	are	seen	as	research-
based	 design	 contexts	 (Lehman,	 2015;	 Gascó,	 2017)	 that	 involve	 researchers	 to	 collect	 knowledge	
from	the	living	experience.	However,	what	this	means	is	somewhat	blurred.	 It	appears	mostly	as	an	
experimental	 environment	which	 is	 close	 to	 the	 real	 environment	of	 the	end	users.	Many	of	 these	
entities	also	appear	to	have	a	singular	focus	on	specific	predefined	service	areas	such	as	elderly	care.	
	
3)	 Networks,	 communities	 (bridging	 perspectives	 of	 relevant	 actors).	Much	 of	 the	 recent	 literature	
stresses	 that	 living	 labs	 are	 related	 to	 networks	 or	 communities	 that	 involve	 many	 stakeholders.	
However,	 this	 does	 not	 suggest	 that	 living	 labs	 are	 networks,	 rather	 they	 are	 activities	 or	 spaces	
embedded	in	network	structures.	Gascó	(2017)	stresses	that	 living	 labs	can	be	seen	as	 intermediary	
organisations	(following	Howels,	1996),	hence	a	kind	of	change	agent	that	goes	between	the	user	and	
the	 provider	 to	 enable	 innovation.	 It	 is	 a	 special	 kind	 of	 intermediary	 that	 institutes	 an	 open	
collaborative	platform	for	research,	development,	and	experimentation	(Gascó,	2017,	p.	91).	
Leminen	et	al.	(2017)	argue	that	a	new	generation	type	of	living	lab	can	be	identified	that	underlines	
the	 broader	 environment	 of	 innovation	 and	 the	 varied	 roles	 of	 the	 stakeholders.	 Slightly	 different	
wordings	are	used,	such	as:	ecosystem	(Gascó,	2017),	open	innovation	network	(Leminen	et	al.	2012),	





















Given	 the	 many	 and	 broad	 definitions	 of	 living	 labs	 that	 we	 find	 in	 the	 literature,	 it	 becomes	
challenging	to	draw	the	exact	boundaries	around	the	living	lab	phenomenon	vis-à-vis	other	innovation	
activities.	
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Overall,	 the	 living	 labs	are	described	as	 specific	 contexts	 for	 innovation.	Even	 if	 they	are	 framed	as	
real-life	environments	(the	‘living’	part	of	living	labs),	they	are	in	fact	specific	experimental	spaces	or	
settings	(the	‘lab’	part)	that	enable	some	degree	of	experimentation	with	innovation	in	a	‘safe	space’.	
Hence	while	 they	are	creative	and	 innovative	units	 that	draw	on	and	combine	everyday	experience	





of	 the	 living	 lab	 phenomenon.	 However,	 there	 is	 no	 agreement	 in	 the	 literature	 about	 this,	which	
suggests	that	the	living	lab	approach	is	often	contextually	defined	and	emerged	from	practice.	
	
For	 one	 thing,	 the	 literature	 distinguishes	 living	 labs	 from	 ‘scientific	 labs’	 –	 and	 this	 is	 perhaps	 a	
common	 idea.	 Thus,	 Eriksson	et	 al.	 (2005)	make	 a	 fundamental	 distinction	between	 the	 traditional	
scientific	lab	and	the	living	lab.	The	traditional	lab	is	seen	as	a	single,	controlled	experimental	context.	
A	 living	 lab	 is,	by	contrast,	a	multiple	and	emerging	experimental	 context.	Schuurman	and	Tõnurist	
(2017)	 argue	 for	 a	 distinction	 between	 ‘innovation	 lab’	 and	 living	 labs.	 While	 the	 innovation	 lab	
focuses	on	the	initial	stages	of	an	innovation	process	and	involves	cross-disciplinary	teams,	the	living	
lab	 concept	 targets	 development	 and	 real-life	 experimentation	 and	 is	 a	 multi-stakeholder	
organisation.	 However,	 there	 is	 no	 agreement	 in	 the	 literature	 about	 this.	 Part	 of	 the	 literature	




these	 seem	 to	 be	 somewhat	 blurred.	 Some	 attempts	 are	 made	 to	 distinguish	 these	 phenomena.	
Ballon	et	al.	(2005)	distinguish	between	6	types	of	tests	and	experimentation	platforms	(observed	in	
the	 area	 of	 broadband	 innovation):	 (1)	 prototyping	 platforms	 (including	 usability	 labs,	 software	
development	 environments),	 (2)	 testbeds,	 (3)	 field	 trials,	 (4)	 living	 labs,	 (5)	 market	 pilots,	 and	 (6)	
societal	 pilots.	 They	 are	 all	 platforms	 that	 pull	 together	 various	 stakeholders	 in	 the	 innovation	
processes.	However,	they	represent	initiatives	at	different	stages	in	the	innovation	and	design	process	
from	 low	market	maturity	 and	prototyping	 to	high	maturity	 and	 societal	 impact.	 The	 living	 lab	 is	 a	
stage	in	between	representing	“an	experimentation	environment	in	which	technology	is	given	shape	
in	real-life	contexts	and	in	which	(end)	users	are	considered	‘co-producers’”	(p.	3).	Based	on	a	number	




Følstad	 (2008),	based	on	a	 literature	 review,	 identifies	 two	 ‘emerging	 trends’	of	 living	 labs	which	 is	
widely	referred	to	in	the	literature:	1)	living	labs	as	context	research	and	co-creation,	and	2)	living	labs	
as	extensions	to	testbeds.	Contrary	to	Ballon	et	al.	(2005)	who	argue	that	testbeds	and	living	labs	are	
distinct	phenomena,	Følstad	 (2008)	argue	that	 they	are	merging.	Living	 lab	as	context	 research	and	
co-creation	represents	research	on	how	technologies	and	services	emerge	in	practical	contexts	during	
their	 adoption	 and	 use.	 This	 includes	 STS-like	 (Science	 and	 Technology	 Studies)	 research	 (such	 as	
ethnographic	 research)	 as	 well	 as	 more	 action-oriented	 research	 on	 user	 involvement,	 including	
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research	on	democratisation	of	innovation.	Testbeds	and	technical	testing	are	applicable	in	the	later	
stages	 of	 an	 innovation	 process	 where	 users	 give	 feedback	 to	 providers	 about	 usability	 issues.	






However,	the	 literature	discusses	different	typologies	of	 living	 labs.	This	suggests	that	the	 literature	
seeks	 to	 open	 up	 the	 concept	 and	 include	many	 types	 of	 activities	 in	 the	 living	 lab	 phenomenon.	
Hence	the	living	lab	phenomenon	is	a	complex	concept	that	can	be	interpreted	in	many	ways	and	pull	
together	 diverse	 supporters	 in	 different	 environments,	 generally	 suggesting	 the	 need	 for	 varied	
experimental	 settings	 and	 safe	 spaces	 for	 stakeholder	 involvement	 in	 innovation.	 The	 risk	 of	














labs:	 (1)	American	 living	 labs,	 (2)	 testbed-like	 living	 labs,	 (3)	 living	 labs	 focused	on	 intense	user	 co-
creation,	and	(4)	 living	 labs	as	mainly	 facilitators	 for	multi-stakeholder	collaboration	and	knowledge	
sharing.	The	advantage	of	this	categorisation	compared	to	the	one	proposed	by	Leminen	et	al.	(2012)	
is	 arguably	 that	 this	 typology	 does	 not	 exclude	 that	 a	 lab	 can	 be	 driven	 by	 different	 actor	 groups	
simultaneously.	The	American	lab	is	understood	as	a	regular	home	inhabited	by	volunteer	researchers	
testing	 new	 technology.	The	 testbed	 is	 the	 ‘extension	 to	 testbed’-version	 mentioned	 by	 Følstad	
(2008)	which	includes	a	real-world	validation	of	testbed	results.	The	co-creation	living	lab	includes	co-
creation	 of	 new	 ICT-services	 and	 collection	 of	 data	 on	 the	 usage	 context	 using	 ethnographic	
approaches.	 The	 multi-stakeholder	 living	 lab	 is	 focused	 on	 multi-stakeholder	 collaboration	 and	
knowledge	 sharing,	 with	 less	 emphasis	 on	 developing	 and	 testing	 new	 technologies	 or	 end	 user	
involvement.		
	
Leminen	 et	 al.	 (2017)	 argue	 that	 a	 third	 generation	 type	 of	 living	 labs	 can	 be	 identified.	 The	 first	
generation	 of	 living	 labs	 was	 real-life	 environments	 with	 stakeholder	 participation.	 The	 second	
generation	 of	 living	 labs	was	 research	 focusing	 on	 the	 varied	methods	 and	methodologies	 used	 in	
living	 labs.	 The	 third	generation	 supposedly	underlines	 the	broader	environment	of	 innovation	and	
the	 varied	 roles	 of	 stakeholders.	 Thus,	 in	 an	 urban	 living	 lab,	 stakeholders	 can	 be	 catalysts,	 rapid	
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experimenters,	providers	and	neighbourhood	participators	 (Leminen	et	al.,	2017).	They	define	 third	






Finally,	 Leminen	 and	 Westerlund	 (2017)	 draw	 on	 distinctions	 from	 the	 innovation	 and	 service	
literature	 between	 linearised	 and	 iterative	 innovation	 processes,	 and	 between	 customised	 and	
standardised	tools.	This	enables	them	to	distinguish	four	archetypes	of	living	labs.	These	are	named:	
linearisers,	 iterators,	 mass	 customizers,	 and	 tailors.	 Leminen	 and	Westerlund	 (2017)	 further	 argue	
that	using	standardised	tools	in	a	linear	innovation	process	will	usually	lead	to	predefined	incremental	
innovations.	By	contrast,	iterative	innovation	processes	combined	with	customised	tools	will	increase	








Living	 labs	 can	 involve	 a	 change	 in	mindset	 and	 goals	 as	 expressed	 in	 one	 paper	 on	 public	 sector	
innovation	labs	(Carstensen	&	Bason,	2012).	Carstensen	and	Bason	(2012)	report	the	important	story	
of	 the	 Danish	 Mindlab	 (2002-2018)	 –	 a	 cross-governmental	 innovation	 lab	 involving	 public	 sector	
organisations,	 citizens	 and	 businesses	 in	 creating	 new	 solutions	 for	 society.	 They	 argue	 that	
innovation	 labs	 are	 designed	 to	 foster	 collaboration	 since	 labs	 are	 platforms	 where	 multiple	
stakeholders	 can	 engage	 in	 interaction,	 dialogue,	 and	 development	 activities.	 According	 to	 the	
authors,	Mindlab	 intends	 to	create	a	home	and	safe	space	 for	a	systematic	approach	to	 innovation	
particularly	emphasising	the	exploration	of	new	solutions.	Innovation	needs	a	different	approach	than	
everyday	 activities	 and	 a	 change	 in	mindset	 and	 culture	 shift	 of	 employees	 towards	 thinking	more	
systematically	about	innovation.	Mindlab’s	methodologies	are	anchored	in	design	thinking,	qualitative	
research	 and	 policy	 development,	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 capturing	 the	 subjective	 reality	 experienced	 by	
both	citizens	and	businesses	 in	the	development	of	new	solutions.	Carstensen	and	Bason	(2012)	 list	
the	following	key	principles	of	Mindlab:	take	charge	of	on-going	renewal,	maintain	top	management	
backing,	 create	 professional	 empathy,	 insist	 on	 collaboration,	 do	 –	 don’t	 just	 think,	 recruit	 and	
develop	likeable	people,	don’t	be	too	big,	communicate.		
	
Also,	 Buhr	 et	 al.	 (2016)	 show	 how	 living	 labs	 can	 be	 important	 for	 developing	 and	 implementing	
collective	 goals	 and	 to	 create	new	opportunities	 for	public	 influence	of	 citizens.	 They	describe	 two	
cases	in	two	suburban	areas	(located	in	Sweden	and	Finland),	where	the	living	lab	approach	was	used	
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sustainability	 and	 choose	 solutions.	 The	 study	 indicates	 that	 a	 living	 lab	 approach	 can	 be	 used	 for	
gaining	 support	 for	 change	 and	 thereby	 increase	 the	 citizens’	 appreciation	of	 a	 local	 area.	 Further,	
living	 labs	 may	 give	 citizens	 a	 feeling	 that	 they	 are	 being	 listened	 to.	 Living	 labs	 can	 thus	 create	




Living	 labs	 are	 also	 seen	 to	 be	part	 of	 a	wider	 ecosystem	of	 policy	 innovation,	which	 is	 difficult	 to	
linearise	and	control;	citizens	have	varied	capacities	for	participating	and	stakeholders,	such	as	small	
firms	or	employees	in	the	public	sector,	may	lack	resources	or	time	for	participating.	Moreover,	there	











However,	 a	 living	 lab	 may	 also	 contribute	 to	 changing	 an	 ecosystem	 by	 influencing	 the	 local	
governance	 structure.	Reiter	 et	 al.	 (2014)	 take	a	 governance	perspective	on	 living	 labs.	 They	argue	
that	 the	 governance	 challenge	 related	 to	 living	 labs	 is	 to	 empower	 citizens’	 role	 in	 governance	
through	participation	in	living	labs.	Living	labs	can	help	repair	‘innovation	system	failures’	(they	report	
a	case	of	environmental	governance)	such	as	insufficient	interaction	between	stakeholders,	missing	or	
inadequate	 institution	 for	 innovation	 and	path	dependency,	 i.e.	 the	 tendency	of	 the	 actors	 to	 stay	
within	 the	existing	paradigm	of	 innovation.	Thus,	a	 living	 lab	 introduces	new	ways	of	 innovating	by	
creating	an	institutional	context	where	stakeholders	can	interact	in	order	to	develop	innovations.	Yet,	
the	 challenges	of	 the	 living	 labs	 are;	 to	 get	 stakeholders	 to	 take	 an	 interest	 in	 the	 local	 context	of	











Many	of	the	presented	studies	tend	to	take	a	normative	approach	to	 living	 labs;	they	present	 living	
labs	 as	 solutions	 to	 problems	 in	 a	 positive	way	 as	 something	 good	 rather	 than	 investigating	 them	
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more	 critically,	 including	 the	 biases	 they	 entail.	 Some	 papers	 who	 also	 describe	 the	 historical	
development	 of	 living	 labs	 tend	 to	 present	 the	 most	 recent	 frameworks	 as	 the	 most	 relevant.	
However,	we	also	know	from	some	studies	that	 living	 labs	may	tend	to	be	short-lived	because	they	
compete	with	other	more	mainstream	activities	and	tend	to	lose	legitimacy.	Others	have	stressed	the	
lack	 of	 enthusiasm	when	 these	 activities	 become	 too	 standardised	 and	 too	 linear.	 Thus,	 there	 is	 a	
need	to	adopt	a	more	practice-oriented	perspective	on	 living	 labs	 in	order	 to	understand	how	they	
are	 intertwined	with	 and	 sustained	by	everyday	practices.	 There	 are	 several	 studies	 that	 go	 in	 this	























co-design	 infrastructures	 in	 which	 the	 users’	 creativity	 around	 technology	 and	 their	 efforts	 to	 fit	
technology	 to	 cultural,	 organisational,	 and	 material	 contexts	 become	 resources	 for	 product	










designers	 and	 users	 is	 vital	 for	 the	 success	 of	 health	 technology	 projects.	 The	 living	 lab	 approach	
speeded	 up	 the	 redesign	 process	 that	 both	 projects	 experienced.	However,	 this	 could	 be	 achieved	
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without	a	formal	living	lab	arrangement,	albeit	such	an	arrangement	does	appear	to	help	in	achieving	
it.	A	living	lab,	as	such,	appears	to	be	no	panacea	for	collaborative	design	efforts	between	designers	
and	 users.	 The	 crucial	 point	 is	 rather	 ‘whether	 the	 parties	 engaged	 in	 living	 lab	 collaboration	 are	
willing	to	go	through	all	the	work	needed	to	create	the	specific	and	particular	relationships	by	which	




explore	 a	 healthcare	 living	 lab	 called	 Epital	 (created	 in	 a	Danish	municipality	 but	 isolated	 from	 the	
conventional	 health	 care	 system).	 They	 name	 the	 promoters	 of	 the	 lab	 the	 Epitalist	 following	 the	





the	 lab.	 The	 Epitalists	 have	 to	 build	 a	 political	 network.	 Based	 on	 Bruno	 Latour’s	 approach,	 the	
authors	 suggest	 considering	 laboratories	 as	 places	 where	 society	 and	 politics	 are	 renewed	 and	
transformed.	They	also	argue	 that	 if	a	 laboratory	 intends	 to	be	disruptive,	 strong	alliances	must	be	












articles	 are	 based	 on	 empirical	 cases	 depicted	 by	 public-private-people-partnerships	 (Edwards-
Schachter	 et	 al.	 2012;	 Nyström	 et	 al.	 2014;	 Äyvaäri	 &	 Jyrämä,	 2017;	 Schliwa	 &	McCormick	 2016;	
Cascó,	 2016).	 This	 type	 of	 partnerships	 is	 by	 some	 conceptualised	 as	 the	 four	 P’s,	 by	 others	 as	 a	
quadruple	 helix	 and	 lastly,	 some	 do	 not	 apply	 such	 categorisation	 but	 still	 refer	 to	 cross-sectorial	
collaboration.	In	sum,	most	living	lab	cases	rely	on	the	interaction	between	business,	research,	public	
administration	 and	 civil	 society/users.	 In	 addition,	 part	 of	 the	 literature	 takes	 empirical	 cases	 from	
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argue	 that	 living	 labs	 should	 challenge	 the	 prevailing	market-oriented	 discourse	 on	 innovation	 and	
hence	 the	 current	 hegemonic	 innovation	 practices;	 which	 they	 understand	 as	 being	 based	 on	 a	
neoliberal	logic	(Björgvinsson	et	al.	2012;	Cardullo	et	al.	2018).		
	
In	contrast	to	this,	authors	focusing	on	the	partnering	aspects	of	 living	 labs	are	 less	concerned	with	
societal	 challenges	 as	 such	 and	 are	 more	 concerned	 with	 e.g.	 managerial	 implications	 of	
interaction/co-creation	and	living	labs	as	open	innovation	ecosystems	(Äyvaäri	&	Jyrämä,	2017;	Pino	
et	 al.	 2014).	 These	 research	 streams	 are	 concerned	with	 developing	 (public)	 services	 and	 products	
and	seem	more	focused	on	the	notion	of	the	user,	not	applying	the	term	citizens.	This	is	also	the	case	
in	 articles	 that	 take	 the	 public	 sphere	 as	 a	 point	 of	 departure,	 where	 the	 citizen	 is	 basically	






















The	differences	 in	 the	actor	 roles	mentioned	above	are	also	mirrored	 in	 the	 terminology	applied	 in	
the	included	literature	regarding	interaction.	To	exemplify,	research	stemming	from	a	design	tradition	
frequently	 refers	 to	 the	 term	 participation	 (Dell'Era	 &	 Landoni,	 2014;	 Björgvinsson	 et	 al.	 2012),	
whereas	research	based	in	geography	and	urban	studies	often	refer	to	collaborative	arenas	(Schliwa	&	
McCormick,	2016;	Steen	&	Van	Bueren,	2017),	and	finally,	research	based	in	a	technological	tradition	
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mainly	uses	the	notion	of	open	innovation	(Keijzer-Broers	et	al.	2015).	What	seems	to	be	mixed	up	is	
the	 application	 of	 user-centred,	 user-centric,	 user-based,	 user-oriented	 and	 user-led,	 which	 is	 not	
explicitly	defined	or	accounted	 for	 in	 literature;	 there	 seems	 to	be	no	common	ground	as	when	 to	
apply	what	concept	and	often	they	are	juxtaposed	and	used	interchangeably.	A	note	here	is	that	the	
notion	of	infrastructure	(as	a	foundation	for	innovation),	when	it	comes	to	understanding	user/citizen	
involvement,	 is	 understood	 differently;	 infrastructure	 through	 design	 lenses,	 i.e.	 infrastructuring,	







are	meant	 to	 support	 (Björgvinsson	 et	 al.	 2012).	 In	 these	 articles,	 the	 citizens/users	 are	 therefore	
ideally	 engaged	 in	 the	 whole	 innovation	 process.	When	 living	 labs	 are	 seen	 as	 testbeds	 or	 as	 co-
creation	methodology,	 the	 role	 of	 the	 users	 in	 different	 innovation	 phases	 become	 clearer.	 Here,	
users	or	citizens	are	invited	into	the	development	process	either	in	idea	generation	or	as	evaluators	of	




In	 the	 cases	where	 the	main	aim	of	 living	 labs	 is	 seen	as	platforms	 for	democratic	engagement,	 as	
described	 above,	 the	 notion	 of	 innovation	 is	 more	 specifically	 oriented	 towards	 social	 innovation	
(Edwards-Schachter	et	al.	2012).	The	reason	might	be	twofold:	that	the	research	stems	from	a	design	
tradition	that	is	inherently	development-oriented,	which	is	why	innovation	is	not	widely	applied	as	a	
concept,	 and	 that	 the	 focus	 is	 more	 on	 the	 process	 as	 a	 game	 changer	 itself	 than	 on	 a	 specific	
outcome	(Björgvinsson	et	al.	2012).		
	
Across	 the	approaches	 to	 innovation	processes,	even	when	 the	citizen	and/or	user	 to	some	degree	
have	decision-making	power,	they	do	not	seem	to	be	part	of	the	initial	early	innovation	stages	where	
challenges	 are	 identified.	 This	 leads	 to	 another	 aspect	 that	 seems	 to	 differ	 in	 literature:	 that	 the	
perception	of	 interaction,	of	 the	main	actors’	 role	and	on	 innovation	processes	also	 influence	what	





implicating	 that	 the	 main	 beneficiary	 is	 society	 at	 large.	 Literature	 that	 focuses	 on	 living	 labs	 as	
innovation	 methodology	 or	 innovation	 intermediaries	 seem	 to	 think	 of	 innovation,	 as	 not	 just	 a	
means,	but	rather	as	the	main	outcome	itself.	Hence	the	key	beneficiaries	are	the	actors	involved	in	
living	lab	activities	–	but	mainly	the	initiators.	To	better	understand	these	differences,	the	notion	of	
institutional	 boundaries	 by	 Schliwa	 and	 McCormick	 (2016)	 can	 be	 applied.	 They	 draw	 upon	 the	
mentioned	 categories	 from	 Leminen	et	 al.	 (2012)	 to	 define	 the	main	boundaries	 in	 case	 studies	 of	
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42),	 and	 mixed	 methods	 seem	 to	 prevail:	 qualitative	 interviewing,	 focus	 groups	 and	 observations	
coupled	 with	 data	 logging	 and	 surveys	 (Dekker	 et	 al.	 2017,	 p.	 39;	 Liedtke	 et	 al.	 2012,	 p.	 109).	 To	
exemplify,	Ståhlbröst	and	Holst	 (2017)	give	an	account	of	an	 innovation	process	 focused	on	energy	
tech	testing	where	the	technology	was	tested	 in	 the	homes	of	end	users,	 followed	up	by	 individual	
interviews	 and	 subsequently	 focus	 group	 interviews	 (Ståhlbröst	 &	 Holst,	 2017,	 pp.	 29-30).	 Other	
examples	are	the	application	of	expert	panels,	 shadowing,	observations,	and	conducting	workshops	
(Angelini	et	al.	2016;	Liedtke	et	al.	2012).	 	Also,	 it	seems	that	the	experimental	nature	of	 living	 labs	
allows	for	highly	iterative	innovation	processes.	A	point	in	this	regard	is	that	some	authors	see	living	
labs	 as	 transdisciplinary	 platforms	 and	 hence	 the	 transdisciplinary	 approach	 is	 to	 be	 seen	 as	 a	





From	 a	 more	 overall	 perspective,	 Almirall,	 Lee	 and	 Wareham	 (2012)	 argue	 for	 living	 labs	 as	 ‘a	
mechanism	 for	 innovation’	 specifically	 positioned	 in	 user-based	 innovation	 processes.	 Based	 on	
empirical	 studies	 of	 four	 living	 labs	 across	 Europe,	 all	 part	 of	 ENoLL,	 the	 authors	 map	 different	
innovation	 processes	 which	 they	 see	 as	 representative	 of	 widespread	 practices	 in	 the	 living	 lab	
landscape.	The	shared	characteristics	are	closely	related	to	what	we	see	in	the	prevailing	definitions	
of	the	living	labs	presented	earlier:	that	identifying	and	integrating	user	needs	is	part	of	the	iterative	
co-creation	process,	 that	 living	 labs	 operate	 in	 real-life	 contexts	 understood	 as	 arenas	of	meaning-
making,	which	forms	the	ecosystem	in	which	these	user	needs	are	detected	and	analysed,	and	where,	
finally,	 public-private	 partnerships	 are	 a	 foundation	 for	 the	 involvement	 of	 multiple	 stakeholders	
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Based	 on	 the	 shared	 understanding	 that	 living	 labs	 are	 characterised	 by	 user-centricity	 and	 open	
innovation,	some	authors	pinpoint	that	the	implication	regarding	management	and	operationalisation	
is	the	ability	to	adjust	both	roles	and	actions	according	to	the	specific	living	lab	context.	Almirall,	Lee	
and	 Wareham	 (2012)	 claim	 that	 living	 lab	 methodology	 is	 especially	 suitable	 when	 a	 distinct	




add	 to	 this	 by	 arguing	 for	 reflexivity	 as	 a	 core	 competency	 among	 managers.	 This	 is	 due	 to	 the	
complex	and	dynamic	nature	of	 living	 labs	besides	 living	 labs	being	catalysts	 for	 innovation	–	which	





and	 in	 adjusting	 to	 local	 settings	 (Dell'Era	 &	 Landoni,	 2014,	 p.	 152).	 Franz	 (2015)	 adds	 to	 this	 by	
pinpointing	the	crucial	aspect	of	recruiting	participants	for	living	lab	activities/initiatives	(Franz,	2015).	
She	underscores	 the	 importance	of	an	on-going	dialogue	between	managers/researchers	 to	ensure	
that	 the	 most	 active	 community	 members/users	 are	 not	 represented	 over	 the	 e.g.	 marginalised.	
Moreover,	she	suggests	 that	 living	 labs,	when	focusing	on	social	 innovation,	need	to	be	adjusted	 in	
regard	 to	 the	 terminology	 applied	 (herein	 dismissing	 the	 notion	 of	 actors),	 contextualisation	 of	





as	 the	application	of	 these	 in	 real-life	 settings	with	a	 specific	 focus	on	end	users.	As	 such	 living	 lab	
methodology	 becomes	 either	 an	 open	 innovation	 method	 or	 a	 distinct	 process	 that	 is	 especially	





living	 lab	 activities	 can	 be	measured.	 But,	 in	 supplement	 there	 are	 papers	 that	 either	 explicitly	 or	
implicitly	are	concerned	with	the	legitimacy	of	living	labs,	their	raison	d´être	and	herein	the	strengths	
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In	the	following,	we	present	two	overall	views	on	what	the	constitutive	conditions	for	living	labs	are	
and	how	this	relates	to	their	legitimacy.	Firstly,	we	see	a	critical	view,	primarily	based	on	literature	on	
smart	 cities	 and	 citizen	 engagement.	 Cardullo,	 Kitchin	 and	Di	 Feliciantonio	 (2018)	 argue	 that	 living	
labs	exemplify	 inherent	 tensions	 in	 social	processes	based	on	a	neo-liberal	 logic.	On	 the	one	hand,	
living	 labs	 propose	 a	 space	 and	 platform	 for	 experimental	 approaches	 to	 participation	 and	
engagement.	 The	 authors	 emphasise	 that	 living	 lab	 initiatives	 can	 support	 trust	 building	 among	





groups.	 Moreover,	 they	 pinpoint,	 in	 the	 same	 vein	 as	 other	 researchers,	 that	 within	 living	 lab	
initiatives,	citizens	are	seldom	engaged	and	the	question	of	civil	rights	is	not	addressed	(Cardullo	et	al.	
2018,	p.	49).	More	downplayed,	other	authors	also	pinpoint	that,	especially	when	living	labs	initiatives	
are	 targeting	vulnerable	citizen	groups,	ethical	and	 legal	 issues	should	be	 integrated	and	addressed	
(Franz,	 2015;	 Pino	 et	 al.	 2014),	 while	 others	 question	 whether	 the	 living	 lab	 framework	 in	 reality	
brings	 something	 new	 to	 the	 table.	 As	 mentioned	 earlier,	 based	 on	 a	 comparative	 study	 of	 two	
innovation	 projects	 within	 health	 care,	 one	 framed	 as	 a	 living	 lab	 and	 one	 not,	 Hyysalo	 and	
Hakkarainen	 (2014)	 conclude	 that	 the	 project	 set	 up	 as	 a	 living	 lab	 was	 depicted	 by	 the	 same	
opportunities	 and	 challenges	 as	 the	 project	 not	 set	 up	 as	 a	 living	 lab.	 Therefore,	 they	 argue	 that	




This	critical	view	 is	not	widespread	since	most	 literature	 focuses	on	 living	 labs	as	a	new	way	of	co-
innovating	public	services,	based	on	e.g.	the	notion	that	living	labs	are	tools	for	co-production	(Nesti,	
2017).	 Since	 Nesti	 applies	 a	 narrower	 understanding	 of	 living	 labs	 as	 merely	 an	 innovation	
methodology,	 she	 argues	 that	 the	 potential	 lies	 in	 the	 ability	 to	 integrate	 user	 insight	 into	 policy	
processes,	while	also	stressing	that	living	labs	are	low-cost	innovation	experiments.	When	it	comes	to	
weaknesses,	some	authors,	again	 in	opposition	to	Cardullo	et	al.,	 (2018),	underscore	the	short-lived	




are	 fluid	 and	 semi-autonomous,	 seen	 as	 answers	 to	 complex	 issues,	 herein	 economic	 crisis	 and	
democratic	challenges	(Tõnurist,	et	al.	2017,	p.	1473).	Therefore,	innovation	labs	are	seen	as	catalysts	
for	 legitimising	 change	 within	 the	 public	 sector	 –	 by	 their	 potential	 as	 change	 agents.	 Hence,	 the	
strengths	are	related	to	the	possibility	of	creating	new	organisational	forms,	while	the	weaknesses	of	
living	 labs	 are	 related	 to	 resistance	 and	 lack	 of	 sustainable	 organising.	 But	 despite	 these	 pitfalls,	
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In	 the	 literature,	 it	 seems	 that	 evaluation	 criteria	 and	 impact	 measurement	 are	 applied	 almost	
interchangeably.	 However,	 they	 address	 the	 same	 issue:	 that	 due	 to	 the	 heterogeneous	 and	
practice/context-dependent	nature	of	 living	 labs,	 the	evaluation	had	seemed	difficult.	Furthermore,	








outline	 what	 living	 labs	 can	 be	 evaluated	 upon,	 e.g.	 value,	 sustainability,	 influence,	 realism,	 and	








At	 a	 more	 systemic	 level,	 Mastelic,	 Sahakian	 and	 Bonazzi	 (2015)	 analyse	 the	 existing	 evaluation	
criteria	 from	 current	 ENoLL	 Living	 lab	 evaluation,	 the	 living	 labs	 themselves.	 They	 argue	 that	 the	
following	key	elements	are	missing:	identification	of	cost	structure,	customer	segments,	and	revenue	
streams.	 Based	 on	 the	 Business	 Model	 Canvas	 logic	 they	 pinpoint	 that	 to	 make	 living	 labs	 more	
sustainable,	 strategic	 reflections	 on	 how	 the	 living	 lab	 network	 can	 develop,	 who	 the	main	 active	
actors	 are	 and	which	member	 profiles	 should	 be	 invited	 are	 needed	 (Mastelic	 et	 al.	 2015,	 p.	 22).	
Furthermore,	they	add	temporal	aspects	as	highly	relevant	if	the	evaluation	is	to	embrace	progression	
over	time.	This	process	perspective	is	also	reflected	in	other	papers	that	take	the	living	lab	itself	as	a	
point	of	departure.	 In	regard	to	measuring	the	 impact	of	 living	 labs,	Schliwa	and	McCormick	 (2016)	
identify	three	main	types	of	impact	based	on	the	output	of	living	lab	initiatives:	direct	impact,	indirect	
impact,	 and	 diffuse	 impact.	 Direct	 impact	 refers	 to	 tangible	 outcomes	 from	 within	 the	
project/initiative,	 seen	 from	 both	 an	 economic,	 ecological	 and	 social	 perspective.	 Indirect	 impact	
refers	 to	 the	 spin-off	 of	 living	 lab	 activities,	 such	 as	 policy	 recommendations	 and/or	 knowledge	







evaluation	 focus	 still	 seems	 quite	 underdeveloped,	 implicating	 that	 most	 articles	 on	 evaluation,	
strength	 and	 weaknesses	 and	 impact	 of	 living	 labs	 are	 characterised	 by	 either	 presenting	 very	
contextual	parameters	taking	a	specific	case	as	a	point	of	departure	or	generic	parameters	based	on	a	
systemic	view.	As	Ballon,	Van	Hoed	and	Schuurman	state:	 impact	assessment	of	 living	labs	has	until	
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present	remained	anecdotal	(Ballon	et	al.	2018,	p.	5).	This	is	supplemented	by	an	awareness	that	it	is	
in	 fact	 hard	 to	 know	 or	 detect	 if	 outcomes	 reached	 by	 the	 living	 labs	 approach	 could	 have	 been	
realised	without	this	framing/set-up.	Thus,	a	future	avenue	could	be	to	find	a	third	way	that	outlines	
both	evaluation	parameters	across	living	lab	sectors	(based	on	the	main	characteristics	of	living	labs),	





present	 some	more	critical	 reflections	on	 the	 implication	of	 these	 findings.	The	bullet	points	below	
provide	a	partial	answer	to	our	research	question	(see	also	the	concluding	section	–	section	4):	How	
are	living	labs	currently	used	and	conceptualised	in	scientific	research	and	practice,	and	how	does	this	












either	 the	 four	 P’s	 or	 Quadruple	 Helix,	 since	 living	 labs	 involve	many	 stakeholders	 that	 are	
affected	by	the	changing	practices	in	the	development	of	new	practices.	
• Co-creation	 is	 understood	 as	 the	 engagement	 of	 various	 actors	 at	 different	 phases	 in	 the	
innovation	processes.		
• Living	 labs	 appear	 to	 have	 similarities	with	 other	 experimental	 innovation	 frameworks	 (e.g.	
participatory	design)	and	the	boundaries	between	them	seem	to	be	somewhat	blurred.	






• The	 outcome	 of	 living	 lab	 activities	 is	 understood	 to	 be	 new	 products,	 services	 or	
environments.	However,	it	can	also	be	a	change	in	mindset.	
• Many	 of	 the	 presented	 studies	 tend	 to	 take	 a	 normative	 approach	 to	 living	 labs	 since	 they	
positively	present	 living	 labs	as	solutions	 to	specific	 identified	problems,	while	a	 few	studies	
more	 critically	 seek	 to	 understand	 how	 living	 labs	 are	 intertwined	 with	 and	 sustained	 by	
everyday	practices	if	at	all.	
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• The	main	 characteristics	of	 a	 living	 lab,	 that	 is,	 real-life	 setting	 and	user	 co-creation	 include	
multiple	definitions.		
• It	 is	 conceptually	 unclear	 how	 co-creation	 and	 user	 participation	 is	 in	 fact	 organised	 and	
users/citizens	often	seem	not	to	have	strong	decision-making	power.	
• The	pre-development	phase	of	innovation	is	seldom	taken	into	account.	










insights	 and	 research	 initiatives,	 a	 selection	 of	 national	 theoretical,	 empirical	 and	 grey	 literature	 is	
reviewed	 in	 this	 section.	 This	 review	 is	 separated	 from	 the	 scientific	 review	 in	 order	 to	 provide	
insights	on	what	emerged	from	the	national	contexts	of	policy	and	research.	Therefore,	each	partner	
involved	in	WP5	provided	a	survey	of	national	theoretical,	empirical	and	'grey	literature’	on	living	labs.	
We	 looked	 for	 grey	 literature	 according	 to	 the	 definition	 of	 grey	 literature	 provided	 on	
https://libguides.rgu.ac.uk/greyliterature.	 The	 partners	 used	 local	 search	 databases,	 Google	 and	
Google	Scholar	to	search	for	the	national	publications	using	the	search	word	‘living	 lab’	and	related	
search	words	 that	were	 feasible	 in	 the	national	context.	For	each	publication	deemed	relevant,	 the	
partners	 filled	 in	 an	 extraction	 sheet	 and	 provided	 information	 to	 the	 following	 topics	 (when	
possible):	document	name,	year	of	publication,	academic	field/discipline,	method,	main	theme,	main	
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3.2.2 Characteristics	of	the	publications	
As	can	be	seen	in	Table	5,	most	of	the	publications	that	surfaced	during	the	search	were	published	in	
the	 period	 from	 2013–2018.	 Some	 partners	 were	 able	 to	 identify	 significantly	 more	 reports	 than	
others,	but	the	number	of	publications	is	not	dependent	on	country	size.	Hence	the	German	partner	
was	only	able	to	identify	four	reports	while	the	Danish	partner	identified	13.	This	may	reflect	the	fact	
that	 the	 living	 lab	concept	and	method	has	not	been	used	much	 in	Germany,	while	 it	has	played	a	
more	prominent	role	in	Danish	public	sector	innovation	activities.	
	
Partner/	Year	 nd	 05	 06	 07	 08	 09	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	 18	 Total	
Roskilde	University	(DK)	 	 	 	 	 1	 2	 	 	 2	 	 2	 3	 3	 	 	 13	
Universidad	de	Alcala	
(SP)	




	 	 	 	 	 1	 1	 1	 1	 5	 1	 1	 3	 7	 4	 25	
Høgskolen	i	Innlandet	(N)	 	 1	 	 	 1	 1	 	 	 	 	 1	 	 	 	 2	 6	
The	Lisbon	Council	(B)	 1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	 	 3	 8	 6	 4	 3	 1	 27	
PriceWaterhouseCoopers	
(I)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	 	 	 2	 	 1	 	 	 4	
Universitat	Konstanz	(D)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	 	 	 1	 1	 1	 4	





Thus,	 seven	 doctoral	 theses	 have	 been	 identified	 that	 deal	 with	 the	 topic	 of	 living	 lab.	 This	 may	
suggest	 that	 living	 lab	 activities	 to	 a	 large	 extent	 are	 linked	 to	 research	 efforts	 or	 are	 researcher	
driven.	However,	we	 also	 find	 a	diverse	 set	 of	 reports	written	by	public	 or	 private	 sector	 actors	 in	
government,	 government	 agencies,	 and	 private	 consulting	 firms.	 Living	 lab	 activities	 are	 thus	 not	
merely	driven	by	researcher	practices	but	impacts	a	diverse	set	of	actors	that	facilitate	and	organise	
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It	 was	 possible	 to	 identify	 academic	 disciplines	 (Table	 7)	 or	 fields	 for	 all	 reports,	 which	 shows	 the	
importance	of	academic	practices	in	the	design	of	living	lab	activities.	Most	of	the	research	fields	are	
multidisciplinary,	 problem-oriented	 and	 represent	 various	 efforts	 of	 applied	 or	 solution-oriented	

















































focused	 on	 national	 literature	 from	 partner	 countries	 (Belgium,	 Denmark,	 Germany,	 France,	 Italy,	
Norway,	 and	 Spain),	 which	 explains	 the	 bias	 towards	 these	 countries.	 However,	 some	 additional	
publications	were	uncovered	from	Canada	(in	French	by	the	French	partner).	Other	countries	are	also	
represented	 as	 national	 literature	 contains	 comparative	 materials,	 for	 example,	 a	 cross-country	
comparison	of	 living	 lab	activities.	To	exemplify,	a	Danish	report	may	also	 include	experiences	 from	
Sweden	or	 Iceland,	 and	 an	 Italian	 report	may	draw	upon	experiences	 from	Slovenia.	 Some	 reports	
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and	 guidelines.	 However,	 looking	 at	 these,	 there	 is	 no	 consensus	 on	 how	 a	 living	 lab	 or	 living	 lab	
activities	 should	 be	 run.	 There	 are	 similarities	 across	 the	 cases,	 but	 each	 publication	 also	 appears	
either	 as	 explorative,	 seeking	 to	 gather	 information	 about	 living	 lab	 activities,	 or	 as	 a	 unique	 and	
highly	contextual	approach	to	living	labs.	This	can	be	seen	both	as	a	strength	and	a	weakness	in	the	
landscape	 of	 living	 labs.	 It	means	 that	 the	 living	 lab	 phenomenon	 has	multiple	 shapes	 and	 can	 be	
adapted	to	many	different	contexts.	This	can	also	be	a	weakness	because	it	is	difficult	to	outline	the	
contribution	of	 living	 labs	 in	a	precise	way.	Many	conceptualise	 living	 labs	as	a	 form	of	user-centric	
experimentation	with	innovative	solutions	in	a	real-life	or	(semi)	realistic	setting.	However,	this	type	
of	definition	takes	its	starting	point	in	users.	Yet	the	concept	of	users	may	cause	confusion;	what	is	a	
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manifestations	 of	 user-centric	 solutions	 to	 innovation	 in	 technologies	 and	 services.	 As	 such,	 they	
contribute	to	creating	a	competitive	environment	for	firms,	improving	the	ability	of	the	public	sector	
to	 innovate	 and	 potentially	 creating	 a	 more	 democratic	 environment	 for	 innovation.	 At	 the	 same	
time,	 a	 concern	 is	 expressed	 that	 living	 labs	 are	 poorly	 institutionalised	 and	 poorly	 anchored	 in	






centred	 innovation.	A	 few	examples	 are	provided	 in	 the	 following.	 Tchékémian	 and	Richard	 (2013)	
define	 living	 labs	 as	 an	 open	 environment	 of	 full-scale	 innovation,	 where	 users	 participate	 in	 the	
creation	 of	 new	 services,	 products,	 and	 societal	 infrastructure.	 Copenhagen	 Living	 Lab	 and	 Public	
Intelligence	 (2015)	describe	 living	 labs	 as	 an	organisational	manifestation	of	 the	 concept	of	 ‘design	





design,	 prototype	 design,	 and	 innovation	 design.	 The	 report	 defines	 living	 labs	 as	 both	 an	
environment	(milieu,	arena)	and	an	approach	(methodology,	innovation	approach).	In	a	living	Lab,	the	
aim	 is	 to	 accomplish	 a	 quadruple	 helix	 by	 harmonising	 the	 innovation	 process	 among	 four	 main	
stakeholders:	 companies,	users,	public	organisations	and	 researchers.	Thus,	 living	 lab	environments	
should	have	a	good	relation,	and	access,	to	users	willing	to	be	involved	in	innovation	processes.		
	
Other	 publications	 have	 a	 more	 explorative	 approach	 to	 living	 labs.	 Von	 Geibler	 et	 al.	 (2017)	
summarise	a	research	project	the	goal	of	which	was	to	find	out	how	living	labs	can	be	used	for	future	
sustainable	consumption	and	production	 in	work	and	 living	environments	of	 individuals.	Hess	et	al.	
(2017)	describe	 the	 internal	process	of	 living	 labs	and	provide	methods	and	strategies	 for	user	and	
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Particular	areas	
Several	 publications	 explore	 particular	 areas	 where	 living	 labs	 have	 been	 applied,	 particularly	 in	
healthcare.	For	example,	Bygholm	and	Kanstrup	(2014)	explore	the	use	of	intelligent	beds	in	a	nursing	
home	 through	 a	 living	 lab	 approach.	 Kanstrup	 (2008)	 presents	 ongoing	work	 on	 development	 and	
experiments	 in	a	Living	Laboratory	 for	 ICT	health	services	 in	 the	city	of	Skagen	 in	Denmark.	Nielsby	
and	Gustafsson	 (2015)	have	been	 testing	 sensory	 screens	at	 three	nursing	homes	using	a	 living	 lab	
approach.	In	this	case,	both	employee	and	user	practices	are	focused;	the	importance	of	the	screen	
for	 stimulating	 the	 demented	 citizen	 and	 for	 the	 staff's	 work	 routines,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 general	
experience	of	implementing	technology	in	the	organisation	are	discussed.	Korsnes	(2017)	also	focuses	
on	a	particular	living	lab	showing	that	the	Trondheim	living	lab	offers	a	unique	opportunity	to	better	
understand	 the	 way	 in	 which	 stakeholder	 engagement	 and	 co-production	 have	 been	 attempted	
through	 two	 avenues:	 the	 living	 lab	 and	 prosumption.	 The	 paper	 reviews	 these	 two	 concepts	 and	
provides	lessons	learned	on	how	co-production	and	engagement	can	be	achieved	successfully.	
The	 use	 of	 ICT	 is	 often	 at	 the	 centre	 of	 the	 living	 lab	 approach.	 Alatriste	 (2015)	 analyses	 the	
application	 of	 a	 living	 lab	 methodology	 in	 the	 design	 of	 eHealth	 systems	 with	 the	 purpose	 of	
enhancing	 user	 experience.	 Ferrari	 et	 al.	 (2011)	 describe	 the	 living	 lab	 PPPP	 (Public/Private/People	





Part	 of	 the	 literature	 focuses	 on	 the	 link	 between	 smart	 cities,	 territorial	 development	 and	 social	
innovation.	Ferraris	and	Santoro	(2014)	look	into	the	concept	of	social	innovation	and	its	role	in	smart	
city	projects.	Concilio	et	al.	(2011)	look	at	territorial	dimensions	of	living	labs	in	peripheral	regions	of	
Europe.	Berloco	 (2014)	develops	a	concept	of	 smart	cities	as	places	allowing	citizens	 to	collaborate	
directly	with	the	designers,	thus	becoming	‘co-developers’	of	new	products	or	services	 intended	for	
themselves.	 This	 also	 includes	 projects	 of	 electronic	 business	 and	 electronic	 commerce.	 Further,	 a	
goal	 is	 to	 raise	 the	 general	 technological	 level	 to	 create	 a	 stimulating	 environment	 for	 high-tech	
companies.	
	
Alcotra	 Innovation	 (2013)	 develops	 a	 living	 lab	 analysis	 to	 improve	 the	 shift	 from	 research	 to	
innovation	with	users	in	the	frame	of	EU	policies	of	smart	specialisation.	They	provide	an	analysis	of	








The	 notion	 of	 a	 ‘third	 place’	 has	 evolved	 especially	 in	 the	 French	 language	 literature	 (‘tiers-lieux’).	
Scaillerez	and	Tremblay	 (2017)	suggest	 that	 third	places	 (fab	 labs,	coworking	places,	 living	 labs)	are	
booming	 within	 the	 OECD	 countries.	 The	 article	 is	 an	 international	 review	 of	 the	 literature	 about	
those	themes.	According	to	Besson	(2017),	the	notion	of	a	third	place	covers	multiple	realities	such	as	
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of	 organisations.	 Many	 open	 innovation	 spaces	 (Fab	 Labs,	 hackerspaces,	 makerspaces,	 coworking	
spaces,	 living	 labs,	 etc.)	 are	based	on	openness,	 collaboration	 and	 knowledge	 sharing,	 but	differ	 in	
their	entrepreneurial	approach.	Roux	and	Marron	(2017)	state	that	livings	labs	propose	new	ways	of	
thinking	 about	 public	 action	 in	 the	 development	 of	 territories.	 These	 devices	 are	 part	 of	 the	
metropolitan	dynamic,	but	they	are	still	rarely	used	by	public	authorities.	
	
Fernández	 (2016)	 asks	 to	 what	 extent	 living	 labs	 are	 ideal	 spaces	 where	 four	 main	 features	 of	
knowledge	 and	 information	 society,	 according	 to	 the	 Italian	 urbanist	D.	 Siena,	 are	met,	 namely:	 a)	
self-organisation;	b)	open	innovation;	c)	social	"appropriation"	of	ICTs,	and	d)	horizontal	participation.	
Thus,	the	notions	of	living	labs	as	a	special	place	or	space	both	have	idealistic	connotations	of	a	‘safe	












They	 look	 for	varied	qualitative	and	other	ways	 to	demonstrate	 the	value	of	 living	 labs,	discuss	 the	
methodological	 problems	 of	 multiple	 causality,	 and	 attribution	 versus	 contribution	 approaches	 to	
evaluation.	Further,	 they	test	a	specific	qualitative-quantitative	 tool	on	a	case	study	of	14	 living	 lab	
projects	 based	on	 self-reporting,	 focusing	on	 inputs,	 activities,	 objectives	 and	outputs.	 The	 authors	
show	 that	 it	 is	 highly	 complex	 to	 assess	 the	 impact	 of	 living	 lab	 activities	 because	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	








The	 national	 theoretical,	 empirical	 and	 'grey	 literature’	 on	 living	 labs	 is	 quite	 diverse	 in	 terms	 of	
geographical	 context,	 type	of	publications,	methods	applied,	academic	 fields,	and	 themes.	Many	of	
the	publications	are	case-oriented,	but	we	also	find	more	general	reviews	of	 living	lab	activities	and	
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guidelines	rooted	in	particular	methodological	principles.	The	specificity	of	living	labs	appears	to	be	its	
focus	of	user-centric	experimentation	with	innovation	in	a	real-life	setting.	However,	the	concept	of	
the	user	 is	 tricky;	 the	presented	examples	of	 living	 labs	refer	to	a	great	variety	of	different	users	 in	




There	 is	 no	 consensus	 in	 the	 publications	 on	 how	 exactly	 living	 labs	 should	 be	 defined	 as	 an	
environment	 and	methodology.	Most	 examples	 of	 living	 lab	 activities	 reported	 in	 the	 publications	
appear	to	be	poorly	institutionalised	in	the	context	of	the	public	sector,	i.e.	temporary	projects	with	





co-creation	and	 co-innovation.	We	 identified	 four	main	 themes	 in	 the	 literature	 that	 sought	 for	 an	
answer	 to	 these	 questions	without	 reaching	 a	 clear	 conclusion:	 Developing	 key	 principles	 of	 living	






listing,	 was	 based	 on	 an	 extraction	 sheet	 encompassing	 the	 following	 themes:	 project	 owner,	
organisation,	 sector,	 methods,	 timeframe,	 objectives,	 outputs	 and	 relation	 to	 co-creation/public	
value.	In	this	context,	the	list	(extraction	sheet)	will	be	assessed	as	data	material	due	to	its	degree	of	
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are	 not	 related	 to	 geographical	 areas	 but	merely	 to	 the	 public	 domains	 addressed	 and	 the	 actors	







identified	 living	 lab	 initiatives	 are	 on-going,	 leaving	 only	 a	 few	with	 a	 fixed	 expiry	 date.	Moreover,	
most	 living	 labs	 are	 owned	 and/or	 initiated	 by	 public	 sector	 actors.	 This	 can	 both	 be	 at	 a	
governmental	 or	 municipal	 level	 or	 by	 research	 communities.	 In	 addition,	 there	 are	 examples	 of	
private	sector	labs	targeting	public	value	by	facilitating	the	development	of	the	public	administration	





are	 involving	 actors	 from	 different	 sectors.	 Thus,	 a	 vast	 amount	 of	 the	 initiatives	 is	 based	 on	
collaboration	 among	 academia,	 private	 companies	 and	 public	 administration.	 Nevertheless,	 a	 few	
seem	to	be	based	on	direct	collaboration	with	citizens,	since	the	citizens	are	rather	invited	into	living	
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This	 distinction	 seems	 related	 to	 the	 kind	 of	 service	 offering	 that	 the	 development	 is	 supposed	 to	
target,	 i.e.	 welfare	 broadly,	 specific	 public	 service	 offerings	 or	 overall	 societal	 challenges.	 In	 this	
manner,	it	is	possible	to	differentiate	between	both	domains	and	type	of	service.	To	exemplify,	based	
on	 data:	 elderly	 care	 is	 a	 domain	 depicted	 by	 both	 relationship	 building	 and	 rehabilitation,	 energy	
supply	 is	 focused	on	sustainability	and	environmental	 challenges,	and	 the	public	administration	are	
mainly	developing	digital	services.	There	is	a	focus	on	technology	testing	and	testbed	environments	to	
a	 large	 degree	 across	 the	 domains	 –	 but	 with	 slight	 differences	 in	 approach	 to	 co-creation.	 The	
development	of	digital	services	in	the	public	administration,	herein	cyber	security,	is	characterised	by	
IT	 development	 tools	 such	 as	 SCRUM,	 agile	methods	 and	design	 thinking.	Whereas	design	 thinking	
seems	to	prevail	throughout	the	 initiatives,	the	development	of	welfare	services	that	are	not	digital	
from	the	outset	 is	depicted	by	a	huge	variety	of	co-creation	methods	–	that	seem	to	be	adapted	to	
the	 service	offering	under	development	or	 the	 context.	 Living	 labs	 that	are	based	on	 the	notion	of	



















the	 private	 sector	 fall	 into	 this	 category	 –	 based	 on	 the	 understanding	 that	 developing	 businesses	
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In	sum,	the	analysis	of	the	identified	living	 lab	initiatives	seems	aligned	with	the	main	findings	from	
the	 systematic	 and	 the	 grey	 literature	 reviews.	 Firstly,	 the	 emergence	 of	 living	 labs	 as	 a	 new	
phenomenon	and	the	perceived	main	characteristics	of	 living	 labs	are	mirrored	 in	 the	 list,	 i.e.	user-
focused,	open	innovation	method/platform	and	cross-sectorial	collaboration.	Secondly,	a	flexible	and	
adaptable	 application	 of	 a	 variety	 of	 co-creation	 methods	 seem	 to	 prevail,	 and	 the	 identified	
distinction	between	 a	 focus	 on	 the	 innovation	outcome	or	 the	 innovation	process	 itself	 as	 a	 game	
changer	 is	 also	 apparent	 in	 the	 listed	 living	 lab	 initiatives.	 Finally,	 the	 list	 of	 living	 lab	 initiatives	
exposes	 that	who	 the	 key	 actors	 are,	 herein	 initiators,	 and	which	public	 service	domain	 is	 in	 focus	

































“Living	 lab	 is	 a	 conceptualisation	 of	 multi-contextual	 and	 cross-sectorial	 experimental	 user-centric	
innovation	 processes	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 developing	 and/or	 improving	 welfare	 products,	 democratic	
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The	 literature	review	shows	several	characteristics	and	knowledge	gaps	 in	 the	 literature	that	outline	




a	 great	 variety	 of	 different	 users	 in	 several	 different	 contexts.	 Consequently,	 current	 living	 lab	
activities	involve	the	design	of	many	specific	practices,	and	the	people	involved	are	not	only	end	users	
but	 are	 better	 conceptualised	 as	 stakeholders	 or	 practitioners.	 Thirdly,	 living	 labs	 are	 described	 as	
‘third	 places’	 that	 are	 not	 always	 well-integrated	 with	 community	 developments	 and	 practices.	
Framed	in	a	positive	way,	living	labs	provide	safe	spaces	for	co-experimenting	with	innovation	in	the	
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the	 literature	 as	 a	whole.	 However,	 it	 also	 presents	 a	 broader	 explanatory	 research	 framework	 to	
explain	how	the	public	sector	can	involve	citizens	 in	co-creating	services,	what	the	barriers	are,	and	
what	 seems	 to	 be	 problematic	 or	 absent	 –	 for	 example,	 in	 the	 case	 of	 living	 labs.	 Future	 research	
could	take	a	broader	view	of	co-creation	and	evaluate	the	role	and	contribution	of	living	labs	in	this.	
	
We	 expect	 that	 the	 case	 studies	 designed	 for	 the	 next	 reporting	 period	 can	 contribute	 with	
knowledge	 on	 how	 living	 lab	 activities	 can	 be	 integrated	 and	 institutionalised	 in	 public	 service	








2. To	 better	 understand	 the	 boundaries	 between	 living	 labs	 and	 other	 user-driven	 innovation	
initiatives,	herein	how	and	with	what	living	labs	contribute	to	public	sector	innovation.		
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4 Conclusions	and	synthesis	
The	 report	 has	 investigated	 the	 scientific	 literature	 on	 living/innovation	 labs	 as	 well	 as	 national	
theoretical,	empirical	and	grey	literature	on	living	labs	as	a	potential	co-creation	area	of	public	sector	
transformation.	The	main	differences	 regarding	 the	use	and	understanding	of	 living	 labs	are	mainly	
related	to	the	research	streams	and	the	professions	concerned	with	the	approach	and	less	related	to	
specific	countries.	Thus,	the	focus	of	the	report	shifted	from	a	cross-country	comparison	of	living	labs	
towards	a	more	general	 literature	 review	–	mainly	encompassing	European	 literature	and	 living	 lab	
initiatives.	 The	 EU	 FP7	 projects	 and	 the	 establishment	 of	 the	 European	 Networks	 of	 Living	 Labs	
(ENoLL)	have	supported	knowledge	sharing	and	collaboration	across	Europe	to	a	 large	degree.	As	a	
consequence	of	the	strategic	focus	on	living	labs	in	Europe	most	research	literature	stems	from	this	
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citizens	 in	co-innovation	by	positioning	themselves	as	possible	platforms	for	 integrating	methods	of	




work	 to	 describe	 a	 narrative/history	 of	 varied	 living	 labs.	 The	 literature	 is	 also	 concerned	with	 the	
legitimacy	of	living	labs	in	the	context	of	other	more	mainstream	activities	in	the	public	sector.		
	
Moreover,	 the	 literature	 review	 revealed	 that	 the	 literature	 describes	 living	 labs	 along	 different	
dimensions.	The	context	of	the	living	lab	is	described	along	a	continuum	of	semi-realistic	context,	real-




However,	 there	are	 several	 limitations	 in	 the	 literature	and	open	questions	with	 respect	 to	1)	how	
living	 lab	activities	can	be	 integrated	 into	public	services;	2)	how	they	can	be	 institutionalised	while	
still	evolving	dynamically	in	relation	to	relevant	policy	issues;	3)	how	the	contribution	of	living	labs	to	
co-creation	 and	 co-innovation	 can	 be	 better	 conceptualised	 (including	 the	 role	 of	 the	 user-






The	 study	 illustrates	 that	 the	 citizens	 are	 in	 fact	 playing	 a	 minor	 role	 in	 the	 co-creation	 of	 public	
services,	making	this	marginal	role	of	citizens	a	living	lab	blind	spot.	Since	citizens	are	mostly	framed	
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